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The arrival of Minister Willis by
the Australia last Saturday created

the usual batch of street rumors as

to his instructions and the action

he would take or not take. It is
quite safe to sav, however, that at
present writing absolutely nothing j

authentic is known, and is not
likelv to be until after the new

I

xainister has formally presented ;

his credentials to this government
and a time has been set lor some
Jdrm of official consultation there-

after. It is not likely anything of

importance will be known before

the steamer China, due today,
sails ; and it is not even certain

that any definite information will

be available by the sailing of the
steamer Australia nest Saturday.
Such an important matter .as the
Hawaiian will not be rushed to a
settlement without more than one
consultation in the usual order of
diplomatic intercourse. In the
present case the executive council
would certainlv take time to con
sult the advisory council, no mat- - j

ter whether the policy to be pro--"

posed by the United States, j

throoeh Minister "Willis, was favor-

able or unfavorable to the existing
political conditions and form of
government established in last
Jsnuarv.

i

CEAXGED SIS TXETTS.

A Leading Hawaiian Politician
Advocates Annexation.

We have been permitted to read
a letter from Honolulu sent to a
gentleman of this city by a leading
Hawaiian politician, who until re
cently was an opponent of snnexa-- j

lion and. a supDorter oi tne ex- -

queen, and whose picture has been
printed in the Herald as that of a !

determined anti - annexationist.
This patriotic native of Hawaii, in
his letter to his correspondent in
New York, writes thus:

Ye Hawaiians are anxious to
"mow what our destiny is to be,
and. what is Cleveland's policy, so
iar as we are concerned. I was not
at Srst in favor of annexation,
which, as I am pleased to know,
is advocated in America by the
Sun : but, after due consideration,
I have come to the conclusion that
annexation, pure and simple, is the
only salvation for our Hawaii. I
am now, therefore, a rank annexat-
ionist-'

This correspondent, as we learn,
is not the only Hawaiian of im-

portance who, after seeing his pic-ter- e

in the Herald, has changed
his views on the subject of annexa-
tion. He is a man of large in-

fluence.
We regret to say that we cannot

give him the information that he
desires concerning " President
Cleveland's policy" in the case of
Hawaii. We should like to be able
te offer the assurance that this
policy will be that which, as the j

Hawaiian writer says, holds out
the only hope for the salvation of
Hawaii. But we can only say to
him, in the plaintive old language
of his native country : "Aloha nui
ktt !" New York Son.

JSawaiiai the Fair.
L. A. Thurston, commissioner-geaer- al

for Hawaii, writes to Director-G-

eneral DeYoung of the Mid-

winter Fair that he has concluded
the contract for the erection of the
Volcano Cyclorama building in
Sunset city, and that work will be
begun on it next week. Mr. Sesses,
who is to be manager of the Ha-

waiian exhibit at the fair, will ar-

rive in San Francisco within a few
days, and no time will be lost in
putting that feature of the exposi-
tion in position. S. F. Paper.

The Miovrera's Insurance.
The insurance on the steamship

Miowera, wrecked off Honolulu was
heavy, amounting in all to be-

tween sixty and eighty thousand
pounds, carried in all by English
companies, some of the more
jrninent taking a risk as high as
.5000. The London office of the
New Zealand had only one risk on
the steamer of 1000." This insur-
ance has enabled the company to
buv another and larger steamer,
the Arawa,of 5026 tons register,
formerly owned by the Albion Ship-

ping Company of London, better
known as Shaw, Savill & Co. The
transfer has already taken place.
S. F. News Letter.

In the Suprerae Court of the Ha--

waiian Islands.

Sutdsie Trm, 1S93.

L. Abxo vs. Tai Lcyc

ErroKE 3XTDD, C ;., BICEXETO"

FEEAE, 33.

Vfhere tie trial Jadjre allowed and gave a
request for instmcSon in writing and
modified it bv an addition thereto, the
addition beinc taiea dcron br a steno-
grapher and thereafter transcribed and
nled, the statute (Chap. 56, Lairs of
1582), iras complied with.

Part payment on a note made by an as--

sirnee nader an aiaimnKit bv the
maker of all his property to realiie trp-o- n

and distribute among his creditors
pro rata, is not a payment from which
a new promise o! tne onriisi debtor
cocld be inferred to take the note ont
of the statcte of limitations.

A! ere acceptance of a pro rata dividend on
an assignment for the benefit of credi-
tors does cot imply an urreesent to
relinquish the residue of the debt.

The deed of assignment did not contain an
agreement that the receipt by the cred-
itor of his proportion of the proceeds
of the debtor's property should be in
fell satisfaction ot the debt and the
creditor madecopromise to that effect:
Held, it was erroneous to instruct the
jnrv that if thev find that the accept-tanc- e

of a smaller sum by the creditor
was in full satisfaction for the note,
thev might find for the defendant. The
charge snonld have been that there was
no evidence of a release or of any
agreement for a rdeaie ot the claim by
the plaintiS.

A collateral benefit snch as the prompt
pavmeat of proceeds of a debtor's prop-enVtoh-is

creditors would be a valid
consideration to support an agreement
for the relinquishment of the residue
of the debt if snch agreement had
been made.

orrsiox or tee cocet sr jcdd, cj.
This is an action of assumpsit to

recover the balance due on a promis-
sory note payable on demand made
bv Tai Lung Co. in favor of L. Ahlo
for S7GL20. dated the 2d April, 1SS3.
ItaDDears that oa the 14th June.
IRR5 io iWendant then heme a

an

in under' 200, it was said that "the ground
the name of made i on a part
an of all his propertv is held to a case out the

Pfc a Balte to is that such payment is a
upon and distribute among his cxedi- -

rnr nm rais. .me Hv.iyn(.w. uiu uac t

property and paid dividends to the
tors in losb, one or io per cent.

on Febrnarv 11th and the final one
of per cent, on the 16th Jnlv. On
these dates H. Hackfeld & Co. j

mmnr nf th notp in onestion. bv i

deliverv and indorsement in blank J

j Iilo, waiving notice, protest and
demand, and this firm indorsed on
the note "Rec'd 1st dividend of estate
of T. L. fc Co. Feb. 11. 'S5-S14- 5.52;

July 16, "SS 72.76." The note also
bears the statement written across
its face "Settled July 17. S6. by L.
Ahlo. H. H. & Co. by E. Suhr ;" and
it thereby became again the property j

ot tne piainun. xne sum ciaimeain
the dJsrstion amounted, with in-

terest to 7th Jnne, 1892. when
the declaration was sworn to.
to 5929.89. The of limita--

tioss was pleaded and it bad run
against the notes at the date of suit
(six years from the date of the note
being April 3, 1SS9), unless the last
psyment made, 16th July, 1SS6, took
the note out of the The jury
found a verdict for the defendant.

The plaintiff's bill of exceptions
raises as-- the first point, that
trial Judge of the Circuit Court,
First Circuit, in giving the second
instruction to the jury asked for by
the plaintiff having modified it, did

observe the terms of the statute
such cases, to wit, Sec. 5,

56, Laws of 1892. The charge
asked for was:

ull the jury believe from the evi
dence that defendant, or any one on
his behalf and with his sanction made
a payment on account of said note
within six years prior to June 24,
1892, then the statute of limitations
has not yet run against it." The
Court allowed this instruction and
gave it, adding "That is to say,
that it is evidence that there has
been a new promise that the
statute does not run." This second
request instruction is marked
auowed"' in the margin and the

addition made by the Court was de-

livered orally and taken down by the
stenographer and transcribed. The
statute referred to the Court
to write in the margin of requests
for "given" cr "re-
fused," according as the Court shall
approve or disapprove of them. It
also prescribes that it is competent
for the Court to modify an instruc-
tion and to give in its modified form,
"but in such manner that it shall
distinctly appear what instruction
was given and what refused, in
whole or in All written

for instructions shall be filed
in the cause, and shall be part of the
record therein; and the Court shall
in no case orally qualify, modify or
explain the same to the jury." Sec 2

the Act requires the Court to re-
duce its charge to writing and read
it to the jury. Sec 3 is as follows:
"In cases where an official steno-
grapher is and taking notes
of the trial proceedings, it shall not
be necessary for the Court to reduce
its charge to writing, but such
charge may be orally given and
noted by snch stenographer." Then
follows directions in regard to

these certifying and
filing them, etc This last
section must be read together with
the last clause of Sec 5 and the two
mean together that the Court shall j

not orally qualify, modify or explain
the charge to the jury unless the
whole charge shall be taken down at
the time by the stenographer and
thereafter transcribed and filed. The
object ot these provisions is to se-

cure in writing a a ps f th rw- -

&t. r
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ord of the the exact words of
the Court in giving tha law to the
jury so that it would not be depen-

dent on mere memory for its repro-
duction. We consider that the sta-
tute was complied with in this case.

The addition made by the Court
was good law. Augell on
Sec. 210, says, "An acknowledgment
or new promise may be from
the fact of part payment of a con-

tract within six years." etc Part
payment is only prima facie evidence
and may be rebutted by other evi-

dence, and by the circumstances
under which it is made. Cases cited
in Note to Angell, Sec 240 The

cannot imply a promise from
the mere fact of part payment as
inference of law. It must be left to
the jurv. "White v. 27, Me.,
370.

We will next consider the exception

storekeeper Kohala. Hawaii,
Tsi Lung & Co-- which payment

assignment to take of sta-Trtfn- n

Hud realize tute, volun- -

li
were

statute

statute.

the

not
governing
Chap.

for

directs

instructions,

part. re-
quests

of

present

tran-
scribing notes,

quoted

case

Limitations,

inferred

Court

Jordan,

taken to the granting of the defend-
ant's reanest for instruction, "that
payments on account on plaintiff's
note made bv defendant's assignee
without defendant's authority are not
evidence of a new promise on the
part of defendant and will not take
the note ont of the operation of the
statute of limitations."

The great weight of authority sus-
tains this proposition. Peed v. John-se- t,

1 R. I. SL The head note is, "A
deed of assignment made by a debtor
for the payment of certain debts and
for the payment of his debts gener-
ally, and partial payments made by
the assignee to a creditor, is not suf-
ficient evidence of a new promise to
avoid the statute of limita-
tions." The facts of this case are
very similar to those of the one at
bar" They were even more favor-
able to the plaintiff for the assignor
had, after the sale of the property
and before payment of the dividend,
designated to the assignee the note
in suit as one of the claims provided
for by ihe assignment. The Court in
a well considered decision hold that
the assignee for the benefit of credi-
tors is not an agent of the assignor,
but an independent contractor, re-

sponsible to the creditors for the
i proper performance of his trust.
In lamptoK c. JtaUtam, ldU Jlass.

tary admission by the debtor that the
.- -. is then due, which raises a new

promise by implication to pay it or
the balance. To hare this effect it
must be such an actnowlegment as
reasonably leads to the inference
that the debtor intended to renew his
promise of payment." "In the case
at bar the plaintiff executed a mort
gsge in which he gave to the mort
gagee a power to sell the estate and
to appropriate the proceeds to the
payment "of the mortgage debt. Bat
this cannot be fairly be construed as
an authority to the morgagee to make
a new promise on behalf of the mort-
gagor to pay the debt, so as to avoid
the statute of limitations."

In Beta u.Hale, 7 Gray, 274: Stod
dard w. Jxirj, id. 3S7, and Robinson tt.
Tkosuu, 13 Gray, 3S1, it was held that
the insertion of a debt in a schedule
of creditors, filed and sworn to by a
debtor under proceedings in insolv-
ency is not snch an acknowledgment
as will take the debt ont of the sta-
tute of limitations. The payment of
a dividend by an assignee under in-
solvent laws will not take the residue
of the debt out of the statute of limi-
tations as against the debtor." In
the second of these cases Chief Jus-
tice Shaw said: 'To have this effect
(of a new promise) it is manifest that
the payment most be made by the
debtor, or by his order, or by an
agent fully authorized for the pur-
pose. It is an act of his mind, from
which the implied promise to pay
the residue of the debt arises. We
are of opinion that a payment by an
assignee in insolvency is not a pay-
ment by the insolvent or his order,
within the meaning of this rule. The
assignee is bound by law to pay the
dividend which has been declared,
he is the debtor to that amount. The
original debtor cannot delay or pre-
vent such payment if he would. It
is not a personal or voluntary act of
the insolvent."

This reasoning is applicable to the
case at bar. the only difference being
that here the assignee takes his au-
thority from the deed of assignment

It is held in Great Britain that a
payment of dividends by an official
assignee does not take claims ont of
the statute. JJjrjV w. Edxzardt, 6Eng.
L. & Eqn 520. EzercU h. IhbnUon, 1
Ellis & Ellis, 15.

We have found one case where it is
held that the payment of a dividend
by a trustee, under a deed to trustees
in trust for the benefit of creditors,
was treated as the act of the makers
by their agent and as evidence of a
new promise. Burger w. Ihircin, 22
Barb., 69. But this case is disap-
proved in Pickett w. King, 34 Barb.,
193, where the Court hold that an
assignee is not an agent authorized
to renew a debt, or take it out of the
statute of limitations, as against the
assignor. Pickett vs. King was
affirmed by the Court of appeals 34
N.Y., 175. In Roiictdl u. Mark, 6
John. Ch, 232, Chancellor Kent uses
this strong language "It is going
unreasonably far to construe pay-
ments by assignees or trustees who
are not parties to the contract, or
under any personal obligation to
pay or contribute, as meaning
more than they plainly import, or as
carrying with them sufficient evi
decce of a renewed personal promise
of the original debtor to pay. Such
special trusts were not created for
any such purpose; and it is pervert
ing me inieuuon oi tne parties, ana
is plainly repugnant to the reason
and equity of the trust, to mate the
ordinary execution of the trust the
ground of a constructive new assump-
tion of the debt by the debtor."

T- - . .Vinti F v .- -
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Court say, "The only promise made
by the defendant was mado in
and by his assignment and no
person is therein apthorized to
make any new promise for him.
It would" be highly unjust to allow
an assignee, under snch construc-
tion, to continue and revive a debt
of his assignor indefinitely and
against his will and without his
knowledge." This view is also held
in Parson vs. Clark, 59 Mich. 419.
and in Marientbal vs. Hosier, 16
Ohio St. 566. We heartily adopt it.
The facts and circumstances of tho
payment in question not being dis-

puted, and they not showing a new
promise by Tai Lung, a direction to
the jury might well have been asked
for and given that the part pay-
ment by Bolte to Hackfeld & Co.did
not take the note out of the statute.
The Court in the case at bar
charged the jury that "if they be-

lieved that while the note was so
held by Hackfeld & Co., they re-

ceived payment of a certain sum
upsn it under the assignment which,
as between the parties, that is to
say, Tai Lung and Hackfeld & Co.,
was in full payment of it, then that
was an extinguishment of the claim.
But if you find that it was merely a
payment on account and that such
endorsements of payments were
made by the authority of Tai Lung,
that is to say if Hackfeld &. Co.
credited these amounts upon the
note by the authority or with the
consent of Tai Lung, then that is
evidence of a new promise and will
date from ihe date of the payment,
the latter payment being as I read it
July 16th, 1SS6, the suit having been
brought on the 24th June, 1892. If
you find from the evidence that
Hackfeld & Co. did receive a small
portion of the note as fall satisfac-
tion for the note, then you must find
for the defendant If, however, you
find that they did not do so, but
these credits which were made npon
the note were by the authority of Tai
Lung, then that is evidence for you
to consider whether or not there has
been a new promise."

Was it proper to leave to the jury
the question whether the remain-
der of the debt was released
by Hackfeld & Co.? We find
it laid down in well accepted an
thority that, in general, the accept-
ance of a less sum of money than is
actually dne is not a satisfaction of
the debt and will not extinguish it,
though it was agreed by the creditor
to operate as snch, as there is no
consideration for the relinquishment.
This rule is considered so harsh and
so violative of good faith that courts
are disposed to take out of the rule
all those cases where there was any
new consideration or where there
was any collateral benefit received
by the creditor. "Courts have de
parted from it on slight distinctions."
Kellogg vs. Bichards, 14 Wend., 116;
Brooks vs. White, 2 Met, 2S5.

"The rule and the reason were
purely technical, and often fostered
in bad faith."

" The history of judicial decisions
npon the subject has shown a con-

stant effort to escape from its absnr-di- tv

and injustice." Harper vs.
Graham, 20 Ohio, 106.

The jury had before them the fact
of the taking of all tha defendant's
goods from his store to be sold for
the benefit of his creditors. This

the creditors that the debtor's
property would promptly be applied
to tneir aeots ana tney receivea zz
per cent From these facts the jury
might well find that this collateral
benefit was a snffiient consideration
and so an agreement to accept in full
could be supported. This was a
much more substantial consideration
than some that were held good by
the ancient authorities, as in Pin-nel- 's

case, 5 Coke, .117, where the
gift of a horse or the like is stated to
be good consideration though of
far less value than the debt released,
and as stated in Sibner vs. Tripp, 15
M. & W., 37, that if a piece of paper
or a stick of sealing wax is substitut-
ed the bargain may be carried out We
find in 18 Am. & Eng. Encyc. of
Law, p. 232, that it was held in
Arnold vs. Bailey, 24 S. Car., 493,
that the acceptance in writing of the
terms of an assignment for the
benefit of creditors, accompanied
by a receipt of a portion of
the proceeds of the assigned
estate, is a sufficient consideration to
support the agreement to receipt in
fall, and neither the acceptance nor
the receipt need be under seal."

But in this case, as we find by a
reference to it in Jaffray vs. Steed-ma- n

(So. Car.), 14 S.E., 632, the
assignment provided that every ac-

cepting creditor shall receive the sum
apportioned to him in full satisfac-
tion."

In the case before us we do not
find any evidence of a release by H.
Hackfeld & Co. The deed of assign-
ment does not contain any agreement
that the receipt of his proportion by
the creditor shall be in satisfaction of
the debt or operate as a discharge of
the residue. Nor is there any evidence
that H. Hackfeld & Co. made any
such promise. "An acceptance alone
of the terms of an assignment for
benefit of creditors is not eqaivalent
to a release." Jaffray vs. Steedman,
snpra. It is held in Sanborn & War-
ner vs. Norton & Dentz, 59 Tex 308,
that a general assignment with no
pro risiou for a release by those ac-

cepting its benefits does not bar the
accepting creditor from collecting the
balance due.

Acceptance of a dividend by a
creditor who does not sign the deed
of assignment which contained an
agreement for delay does not pre-dnd- e

him from tho right to begin an
action on the note. Bank of Bellow's
Palls vs.Deming,17 Vt,367. We
are obliged to hold on authority that
from the bare acceptance of the divi-
dend by Hackfeld & Coxannot be im

" ' .- - -- . i... .;i.

The trial Judge, howover, left it to
the jury to find .whether the accept-
ance by Hackfeld & Co. of a small
part of tho debt was in full satisfac-
tion for the note, which was errone-
ous. It may be cogently asked what
difference it would make with the re-

sult, if the jury found that the noto
was not discharged by Hackfeld&Co.,
if it was barred by the statuto of
limitations. Tho difficulty is this:
there were two defences, of tho stat-
ute of limitations and of a release.
Tho verdict was a general one, Now if
the jury considered that a release was
duly proven, under the instruction
leaving them freo to so find, this
would be final and they might not
have considered the othei defense, or
whether a new promise to pay the
debt was made by Tai Lung after the
payment of tho dividend.

It is true that the jury may have
found against the defendants npon
all the points; a special verdict wonld
have made this clear; but as the
instruction respecting the release
may have misled the jury and di-

verted their attention from the
other points, we are obliged to sua
tain the exception on this point,
being the refusal to grant tho fourth
instruction asked by plaintiff, and
grant a new trial.

The plaintiff also excepted to the
verdict as contrary to the Weight of
evidence. It appears that plaintiff
showed a copy of a letter addressed
to defendant dated February 6th,
18S9, requesting payment of the
note, and stated that he received a
reply in course of mails in which
defendant said he had not then the
money to pay, but would settle it by
and by. This letter was not pro-
duced. Defendant denied receiving
the letter and answering it. We
find no presumption from the fact
that a letter was sent that it was
answered or answered in any partic-
ular way.

As io other verbal promises
by nlaintiff and others to have been
given by defendant these were de-

nied by defendant, and this was left
to the jary. It was for them to de-

cide and not for the Court We over
rule this ground of exception.

C.W. Ashford for plaintiff; F. M.
Hatch for defendant

Honolulu, November 2, 1S93.

In the Supreme Court of the Ha-

waiian Islands.

September Teem, 1693.

Oxbl Henoch vs. The Hawaiian
GOYERNHEXT. ,

BETOEK JUDD, C Jn BICKEMOS, AM)

rREAE, 33.

The evidence sustaining the verdict, the
Conrt refuse to set it aside.

OFIXION OF THE C0UBT BT JUDD, C. J.

The verdict of the jury in this case
having been for defendant, the
plaintiff excepted to it and moved
for a new trial on the ground that it
was contrary to law and the e?idence.
The action was in assumpsit for
15549 with interest, for expenses

incurred and outlays made by plain-
tiff residing in Bremen, Germany, as
an agent of the Board of Immigra-
tion of the Hawaiian Government in
endeavoring to secure immigrants to
this country either from tho Madeira
or the Azores Islands. The account
shows an expenditare of $4622.79
during 1889 and 1890 by plaintiff in
this behalf and a credit of S3000 on
the 26th February, 1890, which the
evidence Bhows was paid by the Plan-
ters' Labor and Supply Company.
The action is for the residue with in-

terest The item contested by de-

fendant at the trial was the salary
and travelling expenses of one P. A.
Dias, who went from Honolulu to Ma
deira via .Bremen ana nis return tare,
amounting in all to 2955.93. It was
claimed by defendant that Dias was
not employed by tne uovernmont,
but was sent by Hackfeld & Co.

It will bo seen that the payment of
$3000 on this account more than dis-

charged the outlays for the personal
expenses of the plaintiff Henoch and
discharged part of the claim made
on account of the employment of
Dias. The charge for the salary and
expenses of Dias went to the" jury
under instructions which were not
excepted to. The sending of Mr.
Dias was five months before the ap-
pointment of the plaintiff, and the
Court charged the jury that if they
found that Mr. Dias was not em-
ploy ed by the Government they would
not be justified in charging defend-
ant with his salary previous to plain-
tiff's own appointment Subsequent
to plaintiff's appointment, if they
should find that Mr. Dias was a
necessary agent or adjunct to Mr.
Henoch's carrying ont the enterprise
on behalf of the Government, they
might allow a reasonable salary for
him for this period, and his traveling
expenses to and fro. To hold the
Government liable for Dias' salary
and expenses the jury must find
either that Dias was employed by
the Government or that ha wa3 em-
ployed by Henoch under his own em-
ployment for the purpose of carry-
ing ont the contract, and that such
employment was necessary. But if,
from all the evidence, the jury should
be satisfied that this arrangement,
(tha sending of Mr. Dias) was entire-
ly between Mr. Henoch and Mr.
Glade, or of Hackfeld & Co., they
could not hold the defendant liable.
After hearing the arguments of coun-
sel and carefully reviewing the evi-
dence on both sides, we find sufficient

---!-- f0 ,,:',, ,p TCTfhct. The

credibility and weight of tho testi-
mony was within the provinco of the
jury. We overrule tho exception.

F.M. Hatch for plaintiff; P. Neu-
mann of counsel for defendant

Honolulu, November 2, 1893.

LAUNCH OF THE OREGON.

The ItorgeBt Battle Ship Ever
Built in America.

The Oregon, the largest ' battle
ship ever built in America, was
successfully launched on October
26th at the Union Iron Works,
San Francisco. The shipyard at
Potrero and all the surrounding
territory was black with people
who were anxious to see the mon-

ster take her first salt water bath.
A large platform was constructed
around the bow of the battle ship,
and on this was assembled Gov-

ernor Markham and staff, Mayor
Ellert, and other dignitaries of the
state and city, officers of the United
States army and navy in full uni-

form, and others to whom invita-
tions had been issued. Governor
Pennoyer of the webfoot state was
not present, but was represented
by General Compson of Portland.
A large number of citizens of our
neighboring state, however, were
there and aided in swelling the
glad acclaim as Uncle Sam's
youngest slid from her cradle into
the waters of the bay. At a signal
from Irving M. Scott at 11 :52 A. sr.
Miss Eugenia Shelby, representing
tho city of Portland, cut the cord
that released the remaining shore
that held the vessel on the ways,
and as the ponderous mass com-
menced to slide Miss Daisy Ains-wort- h,

representing the state of
Oregon, broke a bottle of wine
against its bows and gave it its
name. Miss Dolph, who was to
assist in the launching, wa3 un-

avoidably absent. As the vessel
slid into the water she created- - a
huge wave, which rolled on the
shore and wet a number of people
there and caused the bark J. D.
Peters, which was anchored near
by, to roll as if she were in a heavy
seaway. After the launch a lunch
was served in the shipyard to the
invited guests, and congratulatory
speeches were made. S. F. paper.
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